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Abstract 
 
One of the most critical factors that are increasingly affecting the nature of work 
in Australia is that of globalisation. Particularly for Australia – and its long-
standing contest with the ‘tyranny of distance’ – globalisation is being adopted 
by a growing number of companies in search of competitive advantage. On the 
other hand there are emergent concerns about work and lifestyle issues as 
these companies react to, and attempt to control, factors that are inherent to the 
global economy. For example, international companies are in fact ‘globalising’ 
to get more control over production and other work processes. Concurrently, 
managers as well as employees may find reduced “control” and other negative 
effects within their work and lifestyle environments because of the dictates of 
the 24x7 global economy. Accordingly, drawing on principles of social cognitive 
theory (Bandura, 1986, 1997, 2002), this paper critically examines to which 
extent both managers and employees’ self-efficacy may be challenged by these 
new work-lifestyle factors. Also addressed are emergent issues rising from the 
presenter’s involvement with a research-in-progress study already endorsed 
and supported by a major global player - Shell Australia. 
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Introduction 
‘Globalisation’ refers to contemporary developments that relate to economic, 
technological, social and cultural connectivity with other parts of the world. For 
Australia, growing dependence on international markets has, in many sectors, become 
a catalyst for corporate survival. Moreover, Australian Prime Minister John Howard has 
defined globalisation in terms of Australia’s interests as “the most potent economic 
force in the world today”  (Prime Ministerial address to the Australian Parliament on the 
Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation APEC Leaders Meeting cited in Australia Bureau 
Statistics Year Book Australia, 1998). Subsequently, a growing number of Australian 
companies are continuing to ‘seize the day’ and secure their places within international 
business contexts. For example, in 2002-03 Australian enterprise groups had 4,012 
foreign affiliates employing 391,924 staff as noted in an official ABS Survey conducted 
for the first time (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2004). In 2002-03, foreign affiliates of 
Australian resident enterprise groups generated $142.3 billion in sales revenue for 
goods and services (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2004). Moreover, according to U.S 
Chief Trade Negotiator for the Bush Government, Bob Zoellick, the number of people 
participating in the global economy has risen from one billion to 4.5 billion in the past 
twenty years (Zoellick, as cited in Kelly, 2006).  
Further, knowledge service exports increasingly rely on virtual work – a central theme 
of the present paper -  to execute the exchange of core goods and services, and in 
particular, to meet the demands of the 24X7 global economy.  The virtual organisation 
has also become synonymous with such changes based on both (a) the increase in 
more powerful yet cheaper information processing technologies are facilitating global 
communication; and (b) fundamental yet innovative thinking in the way new 
organisational structures and services have been developed to meet these ongoing 
demands. Accordingly, this paper – selectively addresses these core issues around 
two core themes; firstly, the importance of personal-work-organisational and lifestyle 
factors that – it is suggested – may make the global organisation more sustainable. 
Secondly, the paper addresses the levels of ‘control’ employees can exercise in order 
to cope with stressors in their ‘global’ environments and achieve work-lifestyle balance.  
The unifying perspective is social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1997; Wood &`Bandura, 
1989) which allows a ‘triadic’ assessment of both the personal and environmental 
factors that are inherently involved in globalisation as well as the resultant outcomes  
job productivity, job satisfaction; and – as a centre-piece of the paper – lifestyle 
aspects.  The paper is also based on based on a recent Australian Research Council 
Industry Linkage Grant Application and ongoing research with Shell Australia (Hearn, 
Meyers, & Bradley, 2006).   
 
Control as an issue for the global corporation  
Control, in the context of organisational research, refers to analysis of the ‘mechanisms 
through which an organisation can be managed so that it moves towards its objectives’ 
(Ouchi, 1979, cited in Belanger, 1998, p. 144). Extending this notion of control, 
Tannenbaum has stressed “organisation implies control… control processes help 
circumscribe idiosyncratic behaviours and keep them conformant to the rational plan of 
the organisation” (Tannenbaum, 1968, p.3). Thus, control, while allowing for its 
pejorative connotations as frequently well-argued by such critical theorists as Michel 
Foucault,i can nonetheless be seen as an inherent characteristic of the nature of 
organisations.  For the ‘global’ corporation, moreover, ‘control’ – getting the strategic 
and operational balances right to ensure organisational survival – is likely to be an 
ongoing imperative. Indeed, individual corporate survival may be at stake if goods and 
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services that are produced cannot remain internationally competitive (Buchen, 2005; 
Gupta & Westney, 2003). Consequently, these organisations need to be proactive and 
innovative to respond to frequent environmental changes in technologies, markets, 
government regulations and changing customer needs (Unsworth & Parker, 2005). 
Overall, the extra work pressures – and potential for stress and burnout – appear well-
summarised in one of the work principles adopted by one of Australia’s leading global 
companies Shell Australia (Sinclair, 2005): “A person’s work hours are driven by project 
demand rather than a historic standard.” 
Not least of all, the human-organisational-behavioural impacts of these extended work 
practices can also be significant in what is often the 24/7 dynamic of the global 
knowledge economy: both employees and their managers need to balance job 
demands and person-centred needs for flexibility and autonomy (Hitt, Miller & Colella, 
2006, Ch:3; Lamond, Daniels & Standen, 2003; Sparrow & Daniels, 1999. Both 
managers and their employees also need, in global contexts, to develop creative 
workstyles – exercise new forms of control at the individual coping level - which may 
include particular cross-cultural knowledge as well as new interpersonal skills 
(Bandura, 2002).    
On the other hand current trends in distributed work—in particular, teleworking which is 
frequently adopted within global corporations and is part of Shell Australia’s formal 
Personnel Policy Document (Shell Australia, 2005 - reportedly generate their own set 
of dynamics, challenging existing management control structures (e.g., see Belanger, 
1997, 1998; Galbraith, 1995; Lipnack & Stamps, 1997). Therefore, managerial control 
issues and the extent to which they are facilitative or restrictive of telework, particularly 
with respect to managers’ reportedly perceived mistrust of “out of sight employees” 
(Toshiba, 2004) need to be considered in later investigations. Finally, an initial control 
model can be proposed:  
Figure 1: Global worker-specific control model 
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Source: Meyers, 1999. 
 
As shown in the above model, ‘control’ can be a highly useful model to explicate the 
impact of potential yet explicit environmental work stressors on global corporations 
employees’ (including teleworkers). It can also allow a useful focus on such employees' 
sense of perceived control. However, ‘control’ is a complex construct, which has been 
the subject of much research. As such, it needs to be viewed more critically beyond the 
simplistic settings depicted in the above figure. Thus, ‘control’ as a construct needs to 
be given sharper theoretical and empirical definition. 
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Control as a psychological construct 
During recent years the concept of control has been increasingly recognised as a topic 
of major importance in the context of research into human behaviour. Consequently, 
such research has focused on the centrality of control beliefs as an essential aspect of 
human motivation (readings in Weary, Gleicher, & Marsh, 1993); to general control 
expectancies across several personal and interpersonal spheres (Paulhus, 1983, 1990; 
Phares, 1976; Rotter, 1966); to control expectancies across several work domains 
(Greenberger & Strasser, 1986, Greenberger, Strasser, Cummings & Dunham, 1989; 
O’Brien, 1986; Spector, 1986); and to actual motivations for control over events in 
one's life as opposed to whether or not one generally feels in control (Burger, 1992).  
Perceived control—in the light of these broad research traditions—can be broadly 
defined as ‘the ability to intentionally influence environmental, psychological, or 
behavioural events’ (Morling & Fiske, 1994, p. 719). Accordingly, one of the earliest 
formulations about personal control is that of White's (1959) ‘effectance motivation’ and 
its relationship to perceived competence. According to White, people have an intrinsic 
drive to explore, manipulate, and exercise control over their environments (White, cited 
in Perlmuter & Monty, 1979; see also Bandura, 1997). According to White, it is this 
need for ‘effectance’ that energies human behaviour and focuses both attention and 
effort on the accomplishment of valued goals.. At the same time, control deficits have 
been seen to produce dissatisfaction, lack of perseverance with effort, and other 
motivational deficits (Bandura, 1986, 1997; Litt, 1988; Schaubroeck & Merritt, 1997). 
Prolonged control deficits may result in anxiety, depression, or, as shown in Seligman’s 
(1975) landmark study on ‘learned helplessness’, potentially, death. 
Important theoretical-empirical linkages between personal control and actual work 
performance have also been noted (Greenberger et al., 1989; O'Brien, 1986). One of 
the most extensive to date is Spector's (1986) meta-analysis of 88 studies from the 
published literature all of which—to qualify for inclusion in Spector's study—needed to 
include a clear measure of perceived control (p. 1007). Drawing together the results of 
his meta-analysis, Spector (1986) reported: 
 For control in general, and for autonomy, all outcome measures assessed 
showed the expected correlations. Employees who perceive comparatively 
high levels of control at work are more satisfied, committed, involved, and 
motivated. (p.1013) 
In actual work situations, however, perceived deficits may exist with respect to control 
desired and control attained as illustrated:  
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Figure 2: Control and the ‘Gap Analysis’ 
 
Source: Meyers, 1999. 
 
Employees’ perceived control in work situations may also be a consequence of 
whether the particular type of work arrangement is voluntary (i.e.., self-chosen) or 
imposed (i.e., mandatory telework-mobile work to suit the company’s changing work 
arrangements).  
Finally, control aspirations in work environments appear to depend as much on the 
type of situation as on the ability of the individual. O’Brien (1986) has argued, for 
example, that it is more important for researchers to show how perceptions of control 
interact with such other factors as task content, group structure, ability, and how such 
factors jointly determine actual work performance (p.179).  
Social cognitive theory and control: An integrated conceptual framework 
To fully understand control as a psychological construct, it is useful to refer to the 
principles of social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986, 1997). A core principle of 
Bandura's social cognitive theory is self-efficacy theory. As applied in the present 
study, self-efficacy refers to `the beliefs in one's capabilities to mobilise the motivation, 
cognitive resources, and courses of action needed to meet given situational demands' 
(Wood and Bandura, 1989, p. 408). Social cognitive theory (and its pivotal construct 
self-efficacy theory) are both important constructs in social psychology. Moreover, as a 
social-psychological construct, ‘self-efficacy’ has been widely adopted in various areas 
of research dealing with issues of ‘human agency’, ‘mastery’, and ‘control (see 
Bandura, 1986; Gecas, 1989 for extensive reviews). Additional extensive overviews on 
the implications of self-efficacy theory for organisational behaviour can be found in 
Brief and Aldag (1981), and Gist (1987; Gist & Mitchell, 1992).  In particular, self-
efficacy theory in its application has covered several organisational, vocational, health, 
educational, amongst several other, domains.  More specifically, the writer has earlier 
adopted social cognitive theory (self-efficacy theory) in earlier analyses of how 
employees exercise control – the coping strategies they adopt – in telework/virtual work 
environments (Meyers, 1999; Meyers & Hearn, 2001; Meyers & Thompson, 2003).   
In summary it is important, from the point of view of social cognitive theory, to view 
human experiences and motivations as a ‘three-way’ interaction in which behaviour, 
cognitions, and environmental events, “all operate as interacting determinants that 
influence each other bi-directionally” (Wood & Bandura, 1989, p. 362). The nature of 
this interaction is indicated as follows:  
 
Control 
desired by 
virtual-global 
worker 
 
Control 
attained by 
virtual-global 
worker 
“Tension”
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Figure 3: Schematisation of the relations between the three classes of 
determinants of human behaviour. 
 VIRTUAL-GLOBAL WORKER 
 
 
 
 
 
 ENVIRONMENT BEHAVIOUR 
 
Source: Meyers, 1999 adapted from Bandura, 1977, p. 6. 
 
Taking these viewpoints together, a theory – in this case, social cognitive theory - that 
recognises both individual and environmental antecedents holds the most promise for 
providing a comprehensive understanding of both employee behaviours and the 
potential for work and lifestyle satisfactions – or potential stress levels when these 
satisfactions are not achieved - within the global corporation. Finally, as later outlined 
this paper, the challenge for on-going research will be to build a model that is (a) 
global-corporation specific; and (b) along the lines adopted by Staples, Hulland & 
Higgins (1998), predicts (i) relationships between employees’ global work self-efficacy 
beliefs’ assessments; (ii) the attitudinal and behavioural consequences of such beliefs; 
and (iii) the actual contributions of these self-efficacy beliefs to the global organisation’s 
effectiveness.   
Shell Australia as a global corporation: initial research focus 
The interim research proposal (Meyers, 2006) was finalised in January this year to 
facilitate a joint research partnership with the QUT and Shell (Australia), Melbourne.  
The proposed study has now matured into a formal QUT-Shell Australia ARC Industry 
Linkage Grant Proposal (Hearn, Meyers, & Bradley, 2006) earlier this year considered 
by the Australian Research Council and fully endorsed by Shell International, The 
Hague iiTherefore, it is timely (i) to examine to what extent Shell Companies in 
Australia may serve as a ‘template’ for other Australian businesses seeking to 
globalise; and (ii) to examine to what extent innovative work practices such as virtual 
work and telework serve – along with other workplace innovations – as contributing 
factors to help ‘internationalise’ Australian corporate expertise.  
To begin with identification of core issues, however, Shell (Australia) meets the criteria 
of a global company laid down by the Australian Bureau of Statistics for data collection 
purposes; accordingly, Shell Australia’s focus is to: 
transcend national borders in their production, sales of goods and services and 
international financial activities…conducting their services on an international 
rather than on a local or even national level. (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 
Yearbook of Australia, 1998)  
Further, just a decade ago, only 30% of Shell Australia’s operations were ‘global’. By 
both product services diversification and organisational innovations, Shell Australia’s 
global operations now comprise 70% of its operations including IT activities worth some 
$US3 billion annually, according to Vice President - Shell People Services, Shell 
(Australia), M. Sinclair (Sinclair, 2005).  Further, Shell in Australia has built up 
significant IT capabilities. In addition to providing services to Shell’s businesses in 
Australia, it has also become a provider of IT talent & services to Shell companies 
worldwide. Moreover, as these businesses clustered, then regionalised, and then 
globalised, significant business gains were delivered through other ‘valued-added’ 
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processes. In short, Shell Information Technology International has adopted ICTs and 
re-engineered business processes to use these technologies and processes in 
productivity-enhancing ways (Sinclair, 2005).  
Moreover, to what extent does Shell (Australia) typify the ‘global company’ as 
perceived from other case studies documented in the literature (Buchen, 2005;Crandall 
& Wallace, 1998; Egelhoff, 1998; Jackson, 1999)  Further, in a large part of its 
operations, Shell has established five core ‘virtual work’ principles as part of its working 
model (Sinclair, 2005). These principles are: 
 Where work activities do not need to be done locally they are moved to the 
lowest cost delivery location; 
 Work is moved to where resources are located rather than resources moved to 
where the work is; 
 Activities are driven and managed by outcomes/outputs rather than by time; 
 A work location is anywhere (e.g., Shell office, home, airport, hotel ) where 
activities can be undertaken with due regard to health and safety;  
 A person’s work hours are driven by project demand rather than a historic 
standard. 
According to Shell (Australia) the above model extends beyond mere technologies 
such as telework and other forms of virtual work seen as being important and integral 
facilitators but not the actual drivers of change (Sinclair, 2005); rather, “It is a total 
system change not only underpinned by technology  but also governed by policies and 
programmes, with changed behaviours at its core “ (Sinclair, 2005, p.1).  In short, 
extending principles in Bandura (2002), both employees and their managers are having 
new demands placed on their self-efficacy such as learning new pro-active coping 
behaviours in at times an ambiguous work environments; acquiring fresh interpersonal 
communication skills to cope with the multicultural aspects of global business; 
maintaining high levels of ICT literacy; co-ordinating work over different time zones 
while balancing work-lifestyle demands - all in the interests of the company’s on-going 
adaptations to its global environment.  
Personal factors: the aspect of choice and perceived control in the 
workplace 
Choice has frequently been linked to the concept of “control”; for example, it is argued 
that individuals who can exert some measure of choice in their personal and work 
situations, will have a greater range of alternatives and hence a better chance of 
influencing outcomes – that is, they will be able to exercise at least some measure of 
“control” (Perlmuter & Monty, 1979).  More recently, Marmot, M.G., Bosma,., 
Hemingway, , Brunner, & Stansfield (1997), after extensive ‘tracking’ of UK civil 
servants by way of a longitudinal study, have reported in prestigious British medical 
journal Lancet clear links between low job control and coronary heart disease.   
Such control deficits can also be linked to virtual work environments which, as earlier 
suggested, are inextricably linked to the operations of the majority of global 
corporations. To be precise, teleworkers (N=150 respondents) who in an earlier study 
were empirically found to have considerable control over task, organisational and 
lifestyle factors were also able to choose when, where, and how to work as well as 
have medium to high levels of autonomy to schedule their actual tasks, expressing high 
levels of satisfaction with telework. Altogether more than 70% of such workers reported 
they were happy to continue telework “indefinitely” (see Meyers & Hearn, 2001). In this 
earlier study Teleworker’s Need for Control also emerged as a good to strong predictor 
of the three core outcomes for teleworker sustainability: teleworker productivity, 
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teleworker job satisfaction, and teleworker lifestyle satisfaction (Meyers & Hearn, 
2001). Other researchers have similarly found good to robust correlations between 
perceived control and achievement of desired work outcomes in ‘traditional’ (versus 
‘virtual’) work environments  (for example, Greenberger et al., 1989; O'Brien, 1986; 
Spector, 1988).However, such conditions for the corporate worker to be able to 
exercise his or control needs may not be available in every global corporation situation; 
in short, as noted in Figure 2, there may be employee “control deficits” when “control 
desired” is not the same as “control attained” in the quest for role changes and the 
inculcation of new behaviours. For example, according to the Shell Australia-Melbourne 
IT Functional Manager: “Behavioural change is one of our biggest challengers: How do 
Australian behaviours `need to change in order to be successful in the global 
economy?” (Meyers, 2006b). Moreover, having to transform itself in a relatively short 
ten-year period and “go global” Shell Australia has found – as reportedly the case with 
other new global companies – that not all employees have stayed abreast of, on 
increased their self-efficacy  to cope with, the corporate changes. To cite just one 
example, not all managers at Shell Australia (nor, it seems in many Australian 
companies; see Australian Telework Advisory Committee Final Report, 2006) are 
aligned with the prospect of managing “invisible” or “virtual” workers: 
Distributed work sections and resistance to flexibility  – such resistance comes 
most notably from  our engineers who grew  up in a more hierarchical culture  and 
therefore are not high on trust in attitudes towards virtual work.(Shell Australia 
Melbourne, IT Function Manager, in Meyers, 2006b) 
Accordingly, although telework – defined by the company as working at home or at 
other non-company locations (Shell Personnel Policy Manual, 2005) – is clearly a work 
option designed to be facilitative of the company’s emergent creative workstyles’ 
processes, the extent to which it is actually adopted along with other forms of flexible 
work may hinge directly, or indirectly, on the cooperation from manager’s within 
different work units. In summary, “control audits” of employee and manager 
perceptions with respect to levels of choice in their work arrangements – whether such 
arrangements involve ‘traditional’ in-office, telework or some other form of virtual work 
arrangements will remain a core on-going focus with both Shell Australia and other 
participating global companies.   
Control audits for application within Shell Australia and other global 
corporations 
According to principles of social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986; Bandura, 1997; 
Wood & Bandura, 1989) individuals anticipatorily scan their environments for 
opportunities (or are required, because of work demands, directly to seek out such 
opportunities); have expectancies about the values and rewards associated with 
pursuing such work goals; and assess their abilities to perform appropriate behaviours 
to seek the desired outcomes Antecedents for such expectancies and goal-driven 
behaviours can be seen as stimulated by the work and social environments in which 
these employees operate. On the other hand it is easy to over-state the case and view 
employees and their managers as constantly monitoring their environments and re-
assessing their self-efficacy beliefs. iii  At the same time, it is reasonable to assume that 
job stressors in their own right, active intervention by management, or the individual’s 
desire to enact pro-active behaviours for whatever intrinsic/extrinsic reason, may be 
sufficient for arousal or re-appraisal of one’s self-efficacy in a given situation. To return, 
however, to a central tenet of social cognitive theory, such arousal of self-efficacy 
beliefs usually will have antecedent causes arising from interactions – or 
sensible/pragmatic  levels of self-appraisal - within job and social contexts. Accordingly, 
briefly in the remaining of this paper, it is useful to consider the potential that a “control 
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audit” might have for a stronger appreciation of self-efficacy behaviours that both 
managers and their employees exhibit as they enact their global roles.  
To summarise at this point, a number of core factors (adapted from a model presented 
in Sparrow & Daniels, 1999) have been identified for further investigation as already 
approved by Shell Australia. Accordingly, in the future study a focus can be directed at 
“control” aspects which relate to: 
The Organisational level – issues of organisational “control” as embodied in form, work 
organisation, and organisational learning as part of work processes in the virtual 
organisation. An extension of Sparrow & Daniels’ (1999) thinking will also be: To what 
extent do these organisational structures – beginning with Shell Australia but with 
research directed to other Australian global companies – “empower” both Shell 
Australia managers and their employees: in short, promote “self-efficacy” and the 
exercise of control? Such structures cannot be pre-ordained; each global organisation 
sets its own control structures. Interestingly, ‘hierarchies’ have traditionally been 
adopted to facilitate organisational control; such hierarchies under the traditional 
Weberian model  were designed to enhance clarity for policies, rules and procedures to 
promote employees’ control. However, adopting a wide lens  (Hedlund, 1998) has 
found that  many global/international companies today have had to learn to live with 
“messy organizational structures…tolerating inconsistencies…increasing ambiguities” 
(p.141), all with the potential to reduce employees’ sense of predictability and control 
and thus adding to  conflicting expectations  within their work roles. Such 
inconsistencies and ambiguities may not be to everyone’s liking; for example – in their 
study of N=440 Malaysian managers of multinational companies, Manshor, Fontaine 
and Choy (2003) reported found good correlations between “higher role conflict and 
role ambiguity” and reported stress; hence, reduced control (p.627).    
The Workforce level – the extent to which innovative ways of working such as 
teleworking, virtual teams, global teams, job design and job-based flexibility, have the 
potential to have both positive and negative effects on both managers and employees 
In short, do they empower these employees by meeting their control needs or perhaps 
have negative control deficits? However, what is not known at this time with respect to 
Shell Australia’s operations are the proportions of time teleworkers spend “in” versus 
“out” of the office. Consequently, and worthy of further investigation, are the levels of 
“importance” vs. “satisfaction” in-house employees might also give to these factors 
when such factors are assessed in an “in office” context.   Of central importance 
however – based on initial interviews with Shell Australia – is the “virtual office” with its 
“work anywhere, work anytime” objectives and practices (Prasad & Akhulesh, 2002) as 
being facilitate of the new workstyles Shell Australia (and other global companies) are 
try to inculcate. Accordingly,  ‘Virtual’ considerations include: 
 Virtual organisational structures and culture (and the extent to which such 
structures and culture contribute to strategic positioning with the global 
corporation);  
 The intensity of linkages and the nature of the bonds which tie the stakeholders 
together within both internal and external structures and promote not just 
functional work relations but also encourage effective social support relationships 
with the potential to reduce stress and have other health benefits (Karren, Hafen 
& Smith, 2006).   
 The centrality of self-efficacy beliefs in coping with stressors in remote work 
environments (Meyers & Thompson, 2003)..  
Finally, the focus is also to examine the extent to which such innovative work options 
encourage the exercise of appropriate levels of individual control or promote other 
deleterious effects (e.g., blurring of work and personal boundaries, workaholicism, 
increased stress).  
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The Individual level – focusing on ‘control audits’ amongst key organisational and  
personal coping behaviours, problem solving competencies, information management 
skills, interpersonal communication skills as well as computer literacy skills all of which 
represent high levels of self-efficacy that come to the fore in a teleworking or flexible 
work environment (the Australian Telework Advisory Committee, 2006; Bailey & 
Kurland, 2002;Meyers, 1999; Meyers and Hearn, 2001; Meyers and Thompson, 2003; 
Nilles, 1998).) or pose particular changes for the global corporation in establishing an 
appropriate ‘mix’ between traditional and non-traditional work roles (see collective 
readings in Egelhoff, 1998). Included for these global workers may be participation in 
virtual /global teams both within and external to the organisation (Gibson & Cohen 
2003) but requiring such teams to exhibit high levels of communication and group 
efficacy  (Bandura, 1997, pp. 477-482; see also Gibson & Cohen, 2003; Marquardt & 
Horvath, 2001).  
Assessing such levels of self-efficacy need not necessarily be either over-prescriptive 
or over-difficult. Qualitative methods (semi-structured interviews and focus groups with 
both managers and their employees) are two such methods both to tease out issues 
and to isolate understandings about core competencies. This can be followed by later 
quantitative assessment within the context of a Global Work Environment-Self-Efficacy 
Coping Scale iv regarding the extent to which these behaviours are being achieved 
against measurable outcomes (e.g., such dependent variables as productivity, job 
satisfaction, lifestyle satisfaction; and – while perhaps more difficult to assess-  
measurable contributions to organisational effectiveness – can also be considered. 
At the same time, should Shell Australia and other ‘globalising’ companies wish 
energetically to embrace telework in their suite of virtual work options, considerable 
research exists with respect to both Australian (the Australian Telework Advisory 
Committee, 2006; Whitehouse, Diamond & Lafferty, 2002; Meyers & Hearn, 2001) and 
international (representatively, Bailey & Kirkland, 2002) implementation issues.  
Stress and lifestyle aspects  - these need to be a core focus in assessing the extent to 
which such factors are perceived both positive and negatively in the global corporation.  
For example, in their macro analysis from a health perspective de Vries and Wilderson 
(2003) found stress-related disorders - including problems with work-life stress - are 
increasing worldwide (p.44).  Directing their attentions first to work issues, these 
authors noted:  
  “We see today the evaporation of job security, and the birth of the technology-
driven 24hour workday in which workers are overloaded with too many 
responsibilities. The UN and WHO have called job stress a worldwide 
epidemic….(and) from a health perspective, indicators are that lack of control may 
be as much a threat to the health of one’s cardiovascular system as smoking” 
(p.46). 
They further note that the growing dependence on many global corporations as 
contributing to this “work addiction” scenario whereas work should be seen as “a basic 
ingredient of personal competence, self-efficacy, social identity and well-being”  (p.48). 
In a parallel analysis the American Journal of Public Health (Benach, Benavides, Platt, 
Diez-Roux, and Muntaner, 2000) earlier reported that  
“the globalization of economic activity is leading to upheavals in the world of     
work ….the capacity of employers to ensure labor’s rapid adaptation to lowering 
wages, arduous working conditions, or displacement by new technology, including 
job loss, is typically implied by most definitions” (p.1216).   
Tiffen (2004, How Australia Compares) has similarly found that Australian workers are 
reportedly working longer hours than their American and Japanese counterparts. v 
whereas  Additionally, much empirical research has shown the relationship between 
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good work-life balance and reduction in turnover:  (Capelli, 2000; Nord, Fox, Pheonix & 
Viano, 2002); improved organisational commitment (Allen, 1990); job satisfaction 
(Bedeian, Burke & Moffett, 1988); and reduced absenteeism (Baltes, Briggs, Huff, 
Weight & Neuman, 1999). Conversely, poor work-life balance has many negative 
aspects: a sense of not coping (low self-efficacy); perceived loss of control; and 
increased stress and potentially depression (Bandura, 1997). In summary, this earlier 
research – and its impact on employees perceptions of :”control”, has strongly 
indicated that that corporate managers – including managers of global corporations – 
need more vigorously to identify the key characteristics of their stressful work 
environments, a process that has already begun in Shall Australia which has identified 
and reportedly responded to a number of key work-life issues affecting Shell 
employees.vi At the same time, as Shell Australia has acknowledged, more work needs 
to be done in order to test the efficacy of these workplace reforms. Similarly, more 
critical thought needs to be directed towards the efficacy of telework as a flexible work 
option within the global corporation; in particular, the extent to which telework can be 
seen to contribute to such quality of life aspects as well-documented in Nilles (1998, 
pp.139-143). 
HR Issues – the process of attracting, developing and maintaining a quality workforce 
for the global corporation, in the light of the above workforce needs, should also be a 
prime focus. HR approaches are important since they can provide a valuable set of 
“antecedent conditions” to ground what are increasingly being recognised as the need 
for proactive behaviours within contemporary organisations (e.g., Siebert, Crant & 
Kraimer,1999; Crant, 2000).   A mixed-methods approach embracing both qualitative 
and quantitative methods has also been found essential. Kiessling and Harvey (2005) 
critically report, for example, that of some 20,287 HR studies reviewed for the period 
1977-1997, there was an over-reliance on quantitative methods (usually, 
questionnaires) but that over 41 per cent of all these studies failed to offer any 
explanation for their results (p.25). Sparrow and Daniels (1999) also offer other useful 
guidelines relating to job design, jobs-based flexibility, and career processes.  
Accordingly, it is desirable as part of the “control” audits focus that this paper has 
endorsed that a ‘mixed methods” approach is likely to yield richer data; and that a 
social-cognitive (i.e., self-efficacy) approach can also be augmented where appropriate 
by other methods.    
• Recruitment and selection practices centring on permanent vs. non-permanent 
employees; contract employees; heterogeneous competences; time and spatial 
distribution of work; organisational tenure; annual income; hours worked; preferred 
hours of work; partner’s hours of work; employment position. As important “control” 
variables these will all be measured with single item questions grounded in earlier 
interviews. 
• Jobs-based flexibility; career settings/processes; role demands; job-design (based 
on JDS) and well being; development of actual career competencies. 
• Work-life balance culture, including: manager support, co-worker support, gender 
expectations, time expectations and career consequences (scale developed by 
McDonald, Brown and Bradley, 2005) 
• Other factors including assessments of employees’ self-efficacy to cope with the 
overall challenges of working in the virtual organisation Bandura, 1986, 1997; 
Meyers & Hearn, 2001; Staples, Hulland & Higgins (1998). 
• Job attitudes including; job satisfaction (scale by Quinn & Staines ,1979) , 
organisational commitment (scale by Allen & Meyer, 1990)  and turnover intentions 
(scale by Hom, Griffeth, Sellaro,1984) 
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Methodology  
A full canvassing of methodologies is beyond the scope of the present paper. However, 
a more extensive summation of these methodologies can be found in Meyers, Hearn, 
and Bradley (2006). To be brief in view of word limitations, a three-year study is 
proposed. The aim is to use whatever is deemed appropriate from the Shell Australia 
experience to create a template – and if practicable a Global Work Environment Self-
Efficacy Scale - to assist other Australian organisations similarly wishing to ‘globalise’  
Fundamentally, the aim is to adopt a ‘mixed methods’ approach across all divisions of 
Shell Australia and selective ‘foreign’ affiliates. In Year 1, an in-depth Delphi 
interviewing approach will be employed to guide the synthesis and identification of 
issues go guide future research (Okoli & Pawlowski, 2003). In addition, where 
appropriate, standard semi-structured interviews and focus groups may also be 
adopted. In Year 2, survey data including where appropriate self-efficacy assessments 
will be used to build an analysis of technological, work, organisational and HR practices 
that building an effective model. Where appropriate “control audits” using appropriate 
domain-specific self-efficacy scales will also be applied.  On the basis of the data 
obtained during Years 1 and 2, in Year 3 case methods will also be adopted to allow a 
rigorous theory testing as well as inductive descriptions (for example, Yin, 2003). The 
cases will be documented as both rich descriptions as well as construct diagrams.  
Conclusion 
Globalisation is on the increase as more Australian companies take up the challenge – 
or perhaps react to perceived economic exigencies – to go “global”. However, not 
much is known in the Australian context with respect to how these companies assume 
their global role, operationally as well as strategically. Drawing on principles of social 
cognitive theory, a research model has been suggested. It invites researchers to take a 
comprehensive, triadic view of the environmental, personal factors, organisational and 
other work-related factors and assess outcomes as these elements interact and 
provide, or perhaps fail to provide, the benefits the global organisation and its 
employees are seeking. “Control audits” have been suggested as one important 
mechanism by which both managers and their employees can identify to what extent 
their environments are likely to be facilitative or restrictive in the pursuit of such goals.     
Important antecedent variables (personal and environmental) have been identified 
while needing further validation. Moreover, as part of the on-going research it is 
proposed to identify – within the context of developing a Global Work Environment Self-
Efficacy Scale - which of these variables are likely to have the greatest impact in 
enhancing managerial and employee self-efficacy as well as assist these employees to 
achieve a greater sense of well-being: in short, more “control” in both their personal 
and work lives.    
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and re-constructing the postmodern world. New York: Tarcher/Putnam Books.  
 
ii The ARC application to which Shell Australia  had agreed to commit $100K in cash in kind per 
year for a three-year period, with the additional $100K being funded by the Australian 
Research Council, did not get ARC Industry Linkage Approval but will be re-submitted in early 
2007. Meanwhile, seeding funding to allow on-going work with Shell Australia has been 
proposed by QUT’s Faculty of Creative Industries. Moreover, there is potential, currently 
under investigation, for other industry partners to become part of the study). 
iii Bargh and Chortrand (1999) have noted for example that the ability to exercise such, 
conscious intentional control is actually limited whereas “various nonconscious mental 
systems perform the lion’s share of the self-regulatory burden” (p.462). On other hand it is 
reasonable to assume that job stressors in their own right – or active intervention by 
management – may be sufficient for arousal of re-appraisal of one self-efficacy in a given 
situation. See Bargh, J.A., & Chartrand, T.L. (1999). The unbearable automaticity of being. 
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Efficacy Coping Scale.   
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Americans 1,835; Japanese 1,821 hours. See Tiffen, R. (2004). How Australian compares. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  
vi This recognition has been documented and included in Shell Australia’s 2005 application for a 
ACCI/BCA Work & Family Award sighted by this paper’s author.  
